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among students. The Cen&sr pursues its mission by conducting
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/

e diversity as a basic fact of human nature, through

studies of. learning and development

e diversity as a central challenge for educational
techniques, through studies of classroom
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Abstract

This study investigates 35 third-grade students? requests, and

»

responses in their reading groupé. Standarized. reading achievement

tests, tests of language knowledge were administered. and six samples
of peer interaction were videostaped in seven homogenecus reading
groups i1n the fall and spring of aQe academic year.: The result; showed
that (a) the abhility groups differed in reading achievement, ard these
differences remained stable throughout the yeéar; (b) the groups
differed in their requests and responses, and these differences also
reamined stable;'(c) aspeéts of requests predicted obtaining
appropriate responses, which confirmed a model of the effectnye

2

speaker. Implications for opportunities to develop skills 1n peer,

instructional groups are discussed.

&

J
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}ntroduction

3

The present study was conducted to 1nvestigate third—grade

children’s use o¥ requests and responses in their reading groups.
Grouping students for instruction 1s a common practice in elementary
school (Deutsch, 1962: Johnson g Johnson, 1975), and homogeneous
grouping with respect to ability i1e ubiquiltous in some cases‘(Esposlﬁo.
1973; Wilson &<Schmits, 1978). There has been some experimental and
observatiogzl research on children’s groups, yet research on the
processes of inhteraction which may support and maintain different
outcomes, such as achievement. has been a neglected topic, particularly
in instructional groups i1n the naturalistic setting of the classroom.
There has been gome r;search on teacher-student interactional processes
in reading ability groups (Eder, 1982; Weinstein, 1976) b&t very l}ttle

on peer—directed, instructional interaction (Webb, 1980).

No previous research examines students’ use of requests and
\

respon%es in peer-directed reading groups. Making requests and
receiving appropriate responses 1s a crucial interaclional skill for
teaching and learning in small groups. Requests are userd by children
to exchange information and regulate their interpersonal behavior.
Requests are very prevalent in clac ~om s1tuations, accointing {for
two-thirds of the teachers’ speech students (Mehan, 1978; Sinclaier &
Coulthard, 1975). ‘Ihere are few gata available on Lhe frequency- of
requests in student-student interaction, although th¢ studies of Cazden
Ql976) and Mishler (1975) suggest that the re quests are also common 1n

{
these i1nteractional contexte.
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* In a study of the communicative i1nteractions of children :n

dif{rrent reading ablity groups, Eder (1962) reports that students in
aow ability grpups-we;e more inattentive, and réquired more management
by the géacher during reading. Teachers’ management of students was
found to be disruptive of the students’ turns at reading. which ofgen
resulted 1n low abilaty students being deprived of the opportunities to
decode words used in thé assignments. Ede; notes that the students in
the iow ability groups seemed to be at a disaanntage in comparison
with students 1n the high ability groups for two reasons: (1)
1nili1ally, they mey not kave the skills which are required for thf
reading tasks3 (2) they are more likely to have difficulty learning

when they are assigned to groups in which sacial interactional contexts

are less conducive to learning. The learning environments of low

ability groups are determined directly by other students’ behavior as

well ds indirectly mediated through the effects of other students on

the teachers’ behavior.

N ~

.

Webb (1980) has noted that little attention has been given to the
effects on learning of interaction with other students in J‘group
segtxng on In her study of group processes comparin; mathematics
learning of 1lth—grade students in small groups she found that better
per formance was associated with active verbal participation in the .
groups. In the mixed ability groups; high ability, and low ability
groups, students interacted with one another and the high ability
children helped the low ability children. Students in the medium
abi1li1ty groups were ignored unless members aggressively asked for

a

explanations or took part in explaining. Webb’s research suggests that
4

descriptions of social i1nteractional processes in aroups may conttibute

to our understanring of the function that these processes nerve to
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maintain and/or to enharnce the differential achievement exhib:ited by

the students 1n these groups.

Frevious research and linguastic theory suggest specific

characteristics of.fequests which students would use 1n their aroup

'in}eraction in third—-grade. Labov % Fanshel (1977) believe that in

'

order for speakers to obtain an appropriate response to requests,’ they
should be "sincere," that is. they should specify the action, purpose.
and need for the request, as well as the ability and obligation of thé
listener to give an appropriate response. We would expect that most of
the third—-grade students?’ r?quests would be on—-task (Smith, 1960,
and that they would be designated to a specific listener, since there
-

is a high degree of dyadfc interaction 1n these groups (Smith, 1973).
I1f the listener does not comply after an i1nitial request is made, we
expect that the speaker uill\‘Yry acainh. e e?pect direct forms to be
used often, since research findings inditate that greschool and early
school—ege childr an prefer -to use direct forms of requests, such as the

‘ Y
1mperative and either the wh— or yes/no question form 1in producing as
request, as opposed to using 1nd1rect'forms. such as rneed-statements or
declaratives (Ervan-Tripp, 1976; Read & Cherry, 1978). Di;ect forms
differ from indirect forms 1n the degree of inference that 1s required

for the listener to undestand what the speaker wante.

In the. présent study, third-grad : students were observed in
reading groups throughout a school year. The students were assigned to
reading groups the first few weeks of school, and the membership within
these groups remained constant during the year. Students reading
achievement was assessed with standarxéed tests at the beglnnlgé of the

school year. Audio and video recoroings of group interaction were
.

collecte and transcribed, so that students’ requests and responses

2

-

1 0




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-
could be i1dentified and described. The following questions were

addressed: (1) Du peer instructional groups which have been selected to

di ffer according to reading abilaty, 1n fact, differ on measures of

reading achievement? (2) How‘do the processes of intesaction,

particularly the use of requests ar- responses, di1ffetr in these

aroups® (3) Are there 1i1ndividual di1ffererces 1n both reading

»

achievement and the use of requests and responé%s, and do they re~ .n

stable over the s-hool year? (4) Do aspecte of requests predict

~, A

. \
whether appropriate responses will be obtained”

)

Methods

Subjects

The subjects were 35 third-grade students who comprised seven
- -

rpeadzng groups in the third grade of one school. According to the

1

teachers, the students’ reading skills at the beginning of the school

fear differed in the groups, even though no formal assessment of these

ski1lls had been given. All of the stu&ents were Caucasian, native
speakers of Enéllsh, and from middle-class families. and they ranged
in age from 7 to 8 years; they attendeh the school ;;r the academic
year. There were no students who were diagnosed to have learning
disabilities or any language problems. There were 146 males and 19
females. Parents’ permission was obtained for the students’

v

particijation 1n the study.




Data Collection

Reading activities were the uniés of

N
Recording the reading event.
Reading activity typically began at 9:00
teachers

sample f:r data colleciion.

and lasted untal approximately 9:5°0 1n each of tlre classrooms:
announced both the begxnniné and end of the é&tlvity. Students chose
l The

cided instructions for the reading groups when the

their seats at the reading tables designated by the teacher.
some “f the

however .

teachers often pr

‘ L]

students were in the whol e—group formaxvion;
teachers provided instructions after the students had _formed their

¢
In both situations, the completion of the

small reading groups.
instru:t;ons’marked the Seginning of the reading event.

/
The reading- activities were audio—- and Qideo— téaed in the
Data were collected every

classrooms for each of the reading groups.
the days were regarded as typical by

day for a period uf 3-1/2 weeks;
Each reading group°was taped during one period

|/
the classroom teachers.
defined by the teacher as the reading group time.

Two portable video cameras (Sony Portapak) were used to record the
reading activity of each oroup: cameras were visible to the students’
and were postitioned across from one another .so that nearly full-face

\
views of all of the students would be recorded on one or the other
placed 1n the middle

camera. Two microphones (Electrfi voice EI3TA) wer

of each group’s taple.
Py to supplement

L
Prior to. during and following the record?ng, two abservers
/

prepared descriptions of tne ongoing events in the grov
1information which may not hﬁve

;
the recordings with reYevant contextual

'
10
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been i1ncluded on the tapes. "There were four adults 1n addition to the
Ve 'y

students, teachers, and school staff in the classrooms. The subjects

/”hp e famliar with the presence of several adults in Lhe classroom in

—~ hEE < 4
4 addition to the teachers, including parents, aids. among others.
fAccording to the principal. videotaping of both teachere and stucdents

was commonb in these classrooms.

Data were ccllected 1n the fall, for 3-1/2 weeks at the end of
Dctober and beginning of November and then again in the spring for 3-
1/2 weeks 1n April. There were three separate tapings for each
reading group in each season for a total of six samples for each

group; therg were apbroximately 42 hours of recordings.

.

The reading groups were determined by the teachers prior to the

study, and there were from &hree to six subjects per group.

All of tﬁ; groups were similar in their organmization and
stiructure, such ac the way that activities were initiated, maintained,
and terminated. Initially, assignments and instructions were presented
by the teachers; the teacher then left the reading group and the
studenés functioned 5; 4 group in order to accomplish the individual
tasks. hln all cases, the task was the same for all of the members of-.
the group for that paréicular ;eédnng activity (e.g., a worksheet or &
workbook page). The final phase of the reading group included another
teacher—- directed period that occurred shortly before the groups M

disintegrated, where the teacher often provided evaluaticn.

All of the groups were seated at small tables within the
-
classrooms’that also contained other groups of students. Background
no1se and general environmental charccteristics appeared to be

comparabla among the groups. And all of the aroups performed one or

13
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more activities requoring a wratten response. such as completing
worksheetéj‘vraulng a picture of events that the students had read

ebout. or printing sentences from the stories that they had read.

Individual assessment. Information concernr‘g each é.udent’s

language anility and reading achievement was collected by 1nd:ividual
testing.an the fall and 1n the spring; assessmints took

approximately 45 minuies. A speech sample corsisting of

approximately 50 spontaneous utterancés of each child was obtained
during an informal conversation in which an experimenter posed open-
ended questions regarding topics presumed to be of interest to the
children, such as television, and friends. Grammatical complexity was
assessed by segmenting each chi1ld’>» transcript into a serie; of
conmunication units (an independent clause plus all of 1t5'
Communication units), then-computing the average number of words per
umt using a procedure based upon Loban (1976): Unlike Loban, we did
not -core responses limited to vyes/no replies, or “okay" as
communication Rnxts because the conversational framework of our speech
sample did not i1nsure narrative responses to the extent of Lobar’s
elicited procedu;es. In add{tion. 40 rather than 30 communication

units were used 1n order to increase the reliability of the scores.

Children’s grammatical comprehension was assessed by their
performance .on the Miller—-Yoder Test of Grammatical Comp+-ehensi on
(1975). This test, wihich consists of 84 1tems. requireés the child to

point toone of four pictures, that depicts the meaning of each

utterance read by the experimenter. Various syntactic structures are

tested. e.g., prepositions, sublect and object pronouns, possessives,

and tenses.
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Reading ability was assessed i1n the fall and spring by the
Metropolitan Reading Achievement Test (1976) as administered by the

classroom teachersg. ‘\\

Transcription of tapes. The videotapes collected for each group

were transcribed by a member cf the research team who hgd been present

during ata collection. The relatively long segment of all-student

interaction for each group was chosen for detailed analysis in this
stﬁdv (10—~ 30 minutes). During this segmept, the teache~ was not
present in the group; typically, she was in the classroom assisting
other students. Yranscripts were rechecked against both of the tape;.
Percentage agreement on these data had been established for word and
utterance boundaries. and thexvexceeded 80%. Following &ranscrnption,

the videdtapes were viewed for relevant nonverbal and spatial

1nformation which then was included on the transcrapts.

Two transpripts, one caoded previously by the same observer, the
second by an associate,.were randomly selected and recoded by the
second author. Interobser{?r agreement, represented as the praportion
of coding agreemefnts divided by the number of agreements plus
disagreements., was the; computed w:th respeFt to each of the variables
1ncluded 1n this study. ~Agreement ranged from 88% to 100%. %

€oding. The samples of data selected for analysis were coded
according to the following categories.

Utterance: A string of words communicating one idea.

Requests for action or directives: Attempts by speakers to obtain

action performed by listeners.

Requests for information or questions: Attempts by speékers to

obtain information from li1steners,

Lo




All requests were coded 1nto the following categories.
On-task: A request related to the academic content and/or

procedures and materials of the assignment.

.

Designated-listener: A request directed to a specaific listener.
Sincere: A requast meetiny criteria for sincerity (Labov &
Fanshel, 1977).

Revision: The re-tmitiction of a request made previously by thé//

same speaker to the same listener vithin three turns of the initial

request.

Direct-form: Requests for action, the imperative; requests for
—— = TOTme

-

information, the wh-, yes/no, or tag—question form.

Appropriate response: The requested action or information was

provided, or else a reason was given why the action/information wa; not
Qiven.

Measures. For each subject, the quantity of speech was computed
as the number of utterances produced. In addition, the following

proportional scores were computed: all requests divided by all

utte‘ances; appropriate resfonses divided by all requests produced;
»,
%

revisi&ks of requests divided by nbn—responses to requests; direct

forms of requests divided by all requests; on-task requests divided by
all requests; sincere recuests diviced by all requests.,

* Results and Discussion

R a2
The data base included 11,915 utterances, of'which 2.650 (22%)
were requests, with 878 reqguests for action and 1,772 requests for
information. Table ' chows the mean percentiles for charactérnstxcs of

requests, responses, and reading* achi1evement.
o

ERI
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Table 1
-
Percentiles for Characteristics for Characteristics of

Requests and Achievement by Ability Group

.

_—— ————— g

Characteristic Group

/' Designate v46 X5 37 76 76 38 46
On—-task 36 75 S0 37 35 50 56
Sincere 30 62 63 43 49 4; 45
Revisi_n 43 63 29 . 38 84 31 456
o Direct &5 32 36 S5 48 55 76
v_ Appropriate response &6 &6 37 61 42 36 41 *
¥
v

Reading achievement - 82 &7 47 43 L3 37 29

ERIC
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Dirfferences 1n Reading Achieverent and Lanquage knoy&éﬁge

) ' One stanoardized score for language knowl edge was calcul ated,
based on the scores from the two separate tests in the fall and
spring. A Kruskall-Wallis analysis for overall language knowledge

revealed that ther> were no group differences.

—

A Ki-uskall-Wallis analysis for overall reading achievement
revealed that the groups di+fered (x%6)= 12.90, p ¢ .05). Further
ahalyses revealed that fall reading achxevemeng was positively relataed
to spring fFeading achievement (tau~ .53, b_g_.OI). Tﬁe groups di ffered
to a greater extent in reading achievement in the spring (x%(é) = 14.93,

P € 0D, than in the fal1X36) = 5.94, p < .42).

Characteristics of Requests and Appropriate Responses

The data for the characteristics of requests and appropriate
responses are displayed in Figure 1. These displays are an adaptation
of Tukey’s (1977) “box and shisker" diagram, which has the advantage of
displaying all the data and variability. The following 1nformation 15
given for each var.able: the lowest value in the sample (black circle),
the 10th percentale (daéh bar), the z5th percentile (solid bar), the
mez1an (solid bar), the 7Sth percentile (solad bar), the 90th
percentile (dash har), and the highest value 1n the sam;le {(black

circle). The "box" represents the interquartile range, or middle half

of the sample,

o
g

Q
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There scem to be two kinds of variables represented i1n Faigure
1. One group oy variables, represented on the extreme left-hand side J
of thp figure, shows high medi1ans and small éo modera;e interquartile d >
ranges_(0.0A— 0.16 ) 1ndicating low spread and ceiling effects. This
group of variables, which includes designated-listener, on—-task, and
s1ncere requests, suggests a comm. competence among the chxfdren on
these aspects of their communication. The second group of variables,

which can be seen on the extreme right—hand s1de of the figure, chows

medi1ans 1n the middle range with moderate interquartfbe ranges (0.10-

.
-

0.15) i1ndacating medium.spread. On this group of variables. which
iticludes direct-forms, revisions. and appropriate responses to
requests, these measu-es ehow enough variation among the ~hildren to

suggest genuine i1ndividual differences. .

Overall, the data show _hird graders were effective in obtaining
appropriate responses to their requests for action and information mare\
than two-thirds of the time. The typical child usually made requests
that were direct, sincere, on-task, and te a designated-listener. When
the listener did not respond appropriately, the typical child tried
again only one third of the time. The data suggest a pattern of
language use for requests which places a promium upon explicitness,
directnecs, and ascertiveness. These findings are consistent with those
of Ervin- Trlnp (1977); Read and Cherry (1978), and Montes (1978) .
However, the findings contrast wth .2 pattern of language use
associated w;th adults, wno express cooreration and politeness through
use of indirect forms, and show a tendency to soften and elaborate ;

requests when initi1al noncompliance occurs (Ervain-Trapp. 19763 Lakof1,

1973) . |

<)
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The Stability of Differences

With some exceptions, the patterns cuncerning buth requests for
information and requesés for-action were stable from fall to spring.
Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Ranks Tests were used to examine the
ngnificance of differences bF{ieen fall and spring. and between the
two types of requests. There was only one significant difference
between seasons. Designated requests (i = ~-2.48, p i_.OI{ were used

¢ more often by the children i1n the spring than 1n the fall.

There were several differences between the two types of requests.
= ' Requests for action Qere more likely to be sincere (z = —2.30,_9 <

.02) and to bw designated to a particular listener (z = ~3.44, p <

.01). Requests for information were more likely to occur (rate of
requesti,_i = 4,87, p < ,01), to be revised when 1nitially
unsuccessful (z = ;3.43, p <.01), to be direct in form (z = -4,57, ps

.6i), and to receive an appropriate response (z = 4.88, p < .01).

This pattern of differential languége'usage Gor-requests for
information and action reflécts incrz2asi1ng sophistication in language
usage. Tn rountrast, ad&lts’ reques... for 1nformation, typically, do
not take a 9irect form, which is considered to be rude and impolite.
For the chxldrén 1n this studv, the probability of a listener
under .tanding may be increased by use of the characteristics of
desiqgnated listener and by refer °nce to the topic at hand. On the
other hand, tpe probability of listener understanding and compliance

seemns to be increased by the use of sincere reaquests of a darect form.

' 21
. .
Q
\ .
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Individual Diffcrences

Overall, indivdual differences among children are shown i1n Figure '
1. In this section, we consider selecled examples ofé children who are

effective and 1neffective spealers, and their scores on characteristics

A}
of requests are shuwn in Fagure 2.

Child K is a good example of an effective and appropriate
spealer. Karen designates her listenérs. uses direct forms, and
revises her unsucéessful r equests at-abbve average levels. Her
per formance on the sincerity and Qg;task variables suguest that she

tpeaks appropriately. Several factors may contribute to her high level

of success in obtaining appropriate responses. She freguently obtains

her laisteners’ attention 1n a direct manner b, using names or tepping,
rathir than just lcoking at them. Her requeste are vpecific; for
example, she may ashk her listeners to confirm her choice or to select
one of two alte;natlves. She also tends to revise rather than repeat
her requests. Although Karen freyuently re-rimtiates when her requests
are unsuccessful 1nmitirally. she appears able to vetermine when a
rexmtiation will be unsuccessful and dors not, persast. Furthermore.

this gpealer makes relatively few requests; *hey are usually

successfal . *
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In the following exchange kuren’s requests to Diane demonstr ate =ome

of these behaviors.

Haren: D:ané (touchns\‘Dovs this say ’fazed, {iced 7
Drane: Faced. I'm done with my first paae.
Karen: None of them rhymes with blazed.
Diane: Fazed. faced, that’s what 1 but down.

~ Karen: Diane (taps) I don't get this,
Diane: It’s a siren.
Karen: 1 jLnow but (reads) siren, lemon, siren, liken.
Diane: (circles correct ancwer on laren®s page)
Karen: (tapping) I don’t get this. P
Dirane: (ignores)
Karen: Hey (looks at Diane) this could be *hermit’, couldn*t it?
Diane: yveah.

Karen: (smiles) Hermant,

Scott, shown as S :n Figure 2. 15 an era&ple of an unsuccessful
speaker. His success in ;btainxng appropriate responces is below the
tenth percentile, He tends to make fower direct and sincere requests
than tis peers and 1s off-task more often than othor children. Not only
are Scott’s direct roquents lecs frequent than thowe of his peers. they
are more aggravaled, that is, strcoger (Iabov'& Far.shel, 1977). SGcott
initiates or 15 drawn anto arguaent readily. These result in numerous
unsuccessful requests, In the following erample Ren and Scott have been

arguing over the pocsession of a penc1l, Ben 1s taunting Scott in order
. s

to continue the argument,




bBen: Tell me more about a3t Scott. Big Scott toey.

Scott: Stop that or you're gonna get beat up nutside at recess.
Ben: Gonna make me?

-Scott: Yeah, outside for recess.

EBen: Fic Scott boy.

Scott: You two be out there.

’
'

Although Scott’s off-tasl SéhAVIQr may contraibule to his lack of
success the content of this tallk mav be a more sianmificant factor. He
brings up socially "taboo" topics which appsar to offend his clascmates.
The foilowing ex ple i&}ustrates éh]S point.

Een: Scotty’J can’t stand that tall so please be quiet.
Scott: (unintelligible)

Ben: God, shut up.

'’ Scott’s insinceraity may also contribute to his lack of success. In
the following example the group has been off-task for several mnutes.
Scutt’ s attempt to get the group on-task is of questicnable cincerity and

Donald’s response acknowledges this.

~
Donald: Scott. can’t you ever stop laughing and mcking jokes?
Scott: How let’s all be serious.

Donald: How can ypu be acrious Scott?

Scott: 1 don’t linow. It’s hard.

—

Bob, shown as B an Fjigure 2. 15 an ineppropriate yet ecffective
’
speal.er. He extibits low scores on sincerity and on-task, but his

compliance rate 1s very high (0.82). He males many direct requestes and

designates his listeners (0.82). In ~ddatron Lo specrfying s
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listeners by name he makoes frequent use of attenmtion getters such as
“hey," “oh-oh",""gee, " and "y know somethiag?®" as in the following

¢

example.

Bob: Oh-oh, Tim, looi1t vhat s Sehind you.

Y Tim: (looks)

Bob’s off-task comments may contribute to-his high compliance rate
1n contrast to Scott’s. Although the &AtYefen 1n the group do sometimee
comment on the frequency of Bob’s off-task behaviors, they coften are
intersted 1n them. One reason is that kob successfully uses these

-

comments to entertain his peers as the following example 1llustrates,

. v o
Rob: Wanna zee my funnv hat™
Tim: Okay.
Bob: Da-da (places bool on mis head) - .

Bnob has learned that he can sometimes control the behavior of his
! +

peers by controlling their attention. When the children in Hxs group
threaten to report ms actions to the teacheé he digtracte them b; maklng“
attention~gett1ng statements and Fequests for 1nformation. The children
often respond to thece requests perhaps because they are already attending
to ham and because they know the aaswers. This tactic 15 successcful
occasionally successful. Ip the farst example, Bob has taken Tim’s
nctebook., He distracts Tim for a while but 1s unsuccessful 1n

ubtaining an appropriate rpspénQE from his peer. In

the cecond examp]e: Cindy reprimands Bob for talking about and

touching the experimenter’s microphone. His distraction attempt 1o

5§ccessful.
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Gimme that.
Bob: Watch this. {plays with the notehook)
Tim: Don’t! C’mon. I'm telling. I'm telling.
Bob: There. Two and two 1s four. Ain’t I smart?
Tim: I'm telling.
Bob: Two times two is four.
Tim: I'm telling.
Baob: What’s two times two?
Tim: It’s four you dumb (expletive deleted)
Bob: Two? Two twos?

’
Tim: I know, it”; three. y big/dummy.
Bob: You think two times two is three, hey?

Tim: No, it’s three vya dip (expletive Jdeleted)

Bob: Three times two are four. Four times four are eighc.

(singing)
Tim: Better erase that cause I’m telling the teacher.
Bob: 23 times 28 is 30, is 65, 45 times &5 is 2X2.

Tim: I'm going to tell (leaves).

Cindy: Bob, I’m tellinoc on you.
Bob: W.a'’d I do”?

Cindy: You're talking anq you’re not supposed to talk about

that stu+f.

Bob: What stuff~ ucay. ¥°11 get working. Ouch, my eyeball.
Cindyt Tell on you anyhd&.

Bob: Tell on me. 1’11 tell on you.

Cindy: What am I doing?

Tim: You’re crying.

Cindy: I am not crying.

Bob: Nell you were, so there.

27




(Children resume wor king) R

Many of Bob’s utter ances suggest that he 1s an attent:ve
listener. He fregently helps to maintain topics by requesting
clarification and elaboration and by adding new lnformatlon; as can

bueen seen in the following examples.

Tim: Oh-Oh, we’re in trouble.

Bob: I know, I know, I know.

Tim: We hetter sag,our prayers. You know. my ma, when she saw
my report card, she smacked me.

‘Bob: (giggle) How did she smack you?

T.im: She sau.the report card and she wenty she Went (1mtates
nagQing). fnd she went (imitates nagging, slap). Ooh!

Bob: You know what? Last year my mother saw my report card,
said I went tolUnit 3, and she goues (slaps self) and then she
goes, I go, %What’s your big problem - You’re in Unit 3, why’nt

you stay in Kindergarten?

Lisa: I don’t get inis.

Bob: What don’t you get?

Predicting rppropriate Responses to Fequests

An analysis was conducted to address the questicn: "Do sclected
characteristics predict whether an appropriate response will 'be
obtained’f This question was addressed by classifying éequests 1N a
mul tidimensional contingency table defined by the following drmensions:
response, direct-form, designated-listener. on-task. sincere,

revision, and request for action/information. l.og linear models were

28
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1t to thas table 1 an effPrt to find the simplest model that
adequately predicted the, frequencies whirh were observed 1n the table
(Rishop, Fienberg. & Holland, 1975).

In the‘sxmplest model, 1t was assumgd that the si1» characteraistics
of requests were completely independent of each other. This mndel was
rejected.k(IZO) = 378.32, p £ .01. In a more complex model. 1t was
assumed that appropriate responses depended on the other
characteri1stics but that these othe} characteristics did not depend on
each other. This model was rejected,x?(114) = 265.59. p< .0l. but it
was a si1ignificant improvement over the first model.xab) = 112.73, p ~.
.01, In a still more complex mrdel, it ‘was assumed’that there were
associations between ever; pair of characteristics but no higher order

associations. Thi; wodel did fit the data,x%??) = 94.44, Moreover, it

fit better than the preceding model in which it was assumed that only
appropriate response was associated with other characteristics,x%lS) =
€

171.15, p £ .01. Finally, this model fit better than one in(yhich‘it
was assumed that all pairs of characteristics were associated except
pairs involving appropriate responses,x&b) = 97.93, p € .01. The major
conclusions, therefore. are }a) that characteristics of requests are
correlated, and (b) that whether a request received an appropriate

, response depernded upon other characterifiics of the request. This
latter effect recelved support from two sources; tne goodness of fit

improved when the effect was added to the model and worsened when it

was removed.

Because the observations are dependent, the significance levels
which were obtained are not completely trustworthy. One solution to
this problem is to select a statistic which measures an effect of

interest and to jackknife that statistic by groups (Mosteller & Tukey,
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1977). The log linear effert of each characteristic upon appropriate
respanses was computed and jackknifed by reading groups. The results
suggested that all characteri1strcs predicted appropriate résponses.
Requests were more likely to obtain appropriate responses if they were
. for information than action, t (&) = 15.17, p {_.01; if they were o+ a

direct form, t (&) = 4£.23, p< .01, and if they were reviced (after
inmtial attempt), t (6) = 4,06, p< .01, These results confirm the
validity of the model! presented in this report.

-

The Relationship between Reading Achievement and Requests

Analyses were conducted to examine whether students’® requests and
\
appropriate responses differed in ability groups which may affect

-
b

reading achievement. The relationship between characteristics of
requests and reading achievement was examined. Appropriate responses

to requests are predicted by characteristics of requests

(action/information, direct form, designated-listener, revision, //
/

on-task, sincere). Since the content of these reque?ts usually refers k

directly to some aspect of the reading assignment, selected aspects of

requests were expected to show relationships to reading achievement.

Rank—-order correlations were computed between these variables and
a standardized score for averall reading achievement. Rank-order
correlations were used since they are as powerful as Pearson
correlations. but are less likely to be biased by extreme cases, which
occurred occasionally in these data. It was expected that the
measures of anpropriate response, direct form. and revision were
likely to show a relationship with reading achievement, but the other
measures were not libely to yield nigh correlations for purely

statrystical reasons of lack of variability in the measures showing
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cer1ling effects.

The correlation between direct forms and reading achievement was

0.23 (p< .03). One i1nterpretation of this finding 1s that children who

}
«~.are direct in expressing their wants are securing appropriate responses

N .
to thearr jﬁftask requeste, which may contribute to their knowl edge of

reading./Anather possible interpretation of the data 1s that the
better; readers are more sophisticated 1n their use of la .ge and

s 4

aware of multiple ways to get appropriate responses.

.
Conclusion

The results reported here show that the quality of interaction 1n
peer-directed reading groups of different ability levels varies through
the chfldren’s use of language. Students in low ability groups were
less likely than those in high ability groups to have their requests
responded to aDDFODlat;ly by other students. This fact may have made
it more difficult for those students to complete their assignments,
since most of the requests made by students referred to either academc
assignments or to materials and/or rrocedures about the assignments.
These students 1n the low groups seemed to suffer doubly: not only

. were they less likely in comparison with the high ability students to
recerve information regarding the academic content of the assignment,
but they were also less li1kely to obtain apporpriate responses
regarding the procedures and materials, the management of the reading
group itselfT Perhaps these differences in the quality of interaction
account, at least in part, for the results thatl. showed that
differences 1n reading achievement were maintained throughout the

year.
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Theee findings corroborate and extend those of Webb (1980) and

Fder (1982) that suggest that the procesces of i1nteraction differ in
instructional groups of homogeneous abi1lity. The results of the study
reported here extend our understanding to the possible causes of the
maintenance of differences 1n achxpvément i1n instructional Qroups
throughout the vyear that are not actively directed by the teacher.
Inmitial differences among students’ readir.g ach;evement and effective

_use of language may be maintained by differences in communicative

~ processes within groups., Thus, the positive correlation between

requests and reading achievement may reflect the true association

.betueen them. Th;s association 6ay be either a di#;ct or an indirect
causal link. In the direct case, students who obtain appropriate
responses to their requests may lea;B reading skills as a consequence.
In the indirect case. some other intellectuanl competence(s) pronote
both the production of requests and responsé;\and reading skills,
FuPther research should be directed to exploring this relationship and
to the Qxamination‘of other interactional processes that may serve to
maintain differences in achievement of Participants in peer,

instructional Jroups.

1
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